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matter in the Sanhita by position and surroundings merely. There
are but two cases of its departure from thicj method: namely*
its use of alopa at xiii.15, and of samkhydw at xvi.25; and i/n
neither one is its success precisely of a character to make us wish
it had gone farther in the same direction. This peculiarity renders
impossible any profitable comparison of its phraseology with that
of other grammatical works.
The general character of the Prati9akhya is that of an earnest,
sensible, consistent treatise, thoroughly worked out and dealing
with its proper task with completeness and accuracy, and confining
itself quite strictly to that task. There is no labored feebleness
and artificial obscurity, as in parts of the Vajasaneyi-Prati^akhya,
nor any inclusion of matters pertaining to general grammar, as in
the Atharva-Prati9akhya. It has its minor inaccuracies and incon-
sistencies, its obscurities of anuvrtti inseparable from the stitrd-
style, and its rules that seem to defy interpretation: but these are
inconspicuous blemishes; no one of the other works of its class is
more thoroughly respectable throughout.
Turning, now, to the more special consideration of the commen-
tary, we nave to note, as the most important point, a break of
continuity between it arid the Pratigakhya. The commentator is
not the recipient of a certain tradition, that gives him surely and
precisely the import of the rules which he has to expound; the
text-book has come down to him as something authoritative and
sacred, indeed, yet in some points obscure, so that he is in doubt
as to what it means; in others imperfect, so that it needs emenda-
tion ; in others not in accordance with the views held by him and
his school respecting the text, so that these have to be interpreted
into it.
Thus, in the first place, the instances are frequent -in which, to
his own interpretation of a rule, he adds a different view held by
other interpreters: either without naming them (as under 119,21,
.xiii.16, xiv.5,ll,xvii.5, xxiii.7), or referring to one of his special
sources and predecessors (as under ii.19,33), or setting off against
one another the views of two of these, Vararuci and Mahisheya (as
under ii. 14, iv.40, viii. 19,20,22, xviiL7). In a large proportion of
the instances, it is true, the difference of opinion is upon some
utterly trivial point, turning on the interpretation of a tu or the
like, and only illustrating the hair-splitting tendencies of the native
exegetes; but in some cases it is of more consequence, and once
goes so far as to question (under viii.20) whether an-authority
referred to is Uttamottarlya or Dvavuttamottariya. Again, where
a rule is really obscure, the commentator has sometimes, palpably,
nothing moi-e than guesses to give at its meaning, and ventures
two or three of them (as under ii.2, xiv.22, xv.9,\ix,5, xxiii.17),
among which it would be hard to choose the least acceptable; or,
if he gives but one (as under xi.19, xviii.4, xxiii. 18,19), it is no less
unsatisfactory. There are yet other cases in which what seems to
be the evident meaning of a rule is misapprehended and distorted,
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